is because cinema deals in the montage of faciality. The face is perhaps the primary affective form of human association. The cinematic machine, as Lev Kuleshov's famous experiment showed, operates by montage or juxtapositions: a face can appear happy or sad depending on what image is literally associated to it. In other words, cinematic technologies create new possibilities of association, real, imaginary but always affective. This is not always a good thing here O'Connor's 'repressive' side returns.
The key question here is one of evaluating the mediated associations that ever more have come to define social interactions aside, to be sure, from the recognition that they have (a line of argument that alone makes O'Connor's stand out). In other words, of the difference between what Simmel termed 'socialities' and 'sociabilities.' For Simmel, socialities comprise the cultural manners of association in polite society. Sociabilities transcend sociality by rising above everyday interest. O'Connor takes this distinction but alters it so that sociability becomes an undercurrent of social life that from time to time unsettles everyday association. Sociality now is a secondary (social) formation that transforms sociable associations for purposes of control. Here, the cinematic apparatus plays a pivotal role; in O'Connor's take, the dual (and I would add, contradictory) forms of the 'duel' versus 'opinion. ' However much O'Connor may be drawn to the repressive side, he's also not unaware of the other possibilities opened up. Namely, that if there are secondary forms of association, there can be tertiary forms or more what he calls 'secret associations,' or what Peirce called 'interpretants.' That is, the system of mediated communication and association, however much it has system-components, is also always symbolic. They can rupture and unsettle and disrupt endlessly, always short-circuiting the system-level imposition of controls gossip, rumour, stories in a word, social life.
O'Connor uses to great effect a remark of Brian Massumi's that the problem, once we have lost all the grand narratives, is that what remains is affect, but that we have no language for this. There is always psychoanalysis, but that's another affair. 'A genre lives in the present, but always remembers its past, its beginning. Genre is a representative of creative memory in the process of literary development.'
